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A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action . 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 2-6- 
2006 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-7, 9-10, 11-12, 14-15, 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bourgart (US 2004/0038646 A1 , filed 6-1 3-2001 ) in view of Grenning 
et al. (US PAT: 5,706,333, hereinafter Grenning) 

Regarding claim 1, Bourgart discloses a computer-implemented method of 
troubleshooting a problem associated with a network site, comprising the steps of: 
receiving a symptom input describing the symptoms of the problem, determining 
whether at least one of plurality of rules is invoked by the symptom input, wherein 
plurality of rules comprise a plurality of if-then statements (this logic is implicit as the 
reference teaches using an expert system to diagnose communication device faults 
/symptoms), wherein plurality of if-then statements comprises a plurality if portions 
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(reads on questions) and a plurality of then portions (reads on instructions in response 
to questions), then portions corresponding to potential solution to the problem and if so, 
then outputting a potential solution to the problem wherein the potential problem 
solution is determined by the invoked rule (abstract; figs. 1-3, paragraphs: paragraphs: 
0042-0058) 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Bourgart discloses an expert system for trouble shooting a 
problem in a network site, the expert system comprising: a user interface (AF, fig. 2) for 
transmitting and receiving data to the expert system (SM/SFT, fig. 1), an inference 
engine (this is implicit in SM/SFT, fig. 1 , as the reference teaches use of expert system 
to diagnose faults of communication devices, FIG. 1) connected to the user interface, 
wherein user inference engine receives data from the user interface and transmits data 
to the user interface, a knowledge database in (SM/SFT) connected to the inference 
engine, wherein the knowledge database comprises a plurality of rules (this is implicit in 
expert system) used to provide potential solutions to the problem, wherein plurality of 
rules comprises a plurality if-then statements wherein if portion (reads on questions) 
corresponds to the problem, then portion corresponds to a potential solution (reads on 
instructions in response to questions ) and a domain database in (SM/SFT), wherein 
the domain database comprises plurality of facts regarding the communication site 
(abstract; figs. 1-3, paragraphs: paragraphs: 0042-0058) 

Regarding claim 16, Bourgart discloses a computer-readable medium having a 
computer-executable instructions which, when executed on a computer, cause the 
computer to perform a method for troubleshooting a problem associated with the site, 
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the method comprising: receiving a symptom input describing the symptoms 
determining whether at least one of plurality of rules is invoked by the symptom input, 
wherein plurality of rules comprise a plurality of if-then statements, wherein plurality of 
if-then statements comprises a plurality if portions (reads on questions) and a plurality 
of then portions (reads on instructions in response to questions), the then portions 
corresponding to potential solutions to the problem, if so, then outputting a potential 
solution to the problem wherein potential solution is determined by the invoked rule 
(abstract; figs. 1-3, paragraphs: paragraphs: 0042-0058). 

Bourgart differs from the invention in that he does not explicitly teach the 
following: using his expert system for solving cellular network problems. 

However, Greening discloses method and apparatus for analyzing cellular 
telephone network which teaches using expert system for solving cellular network 
problems (col. 16, line 23 - col. 17, line 50). 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
invention was made to modify Bourgarfs system to provide for expert system for solving 
cellular network problems as this arrangement would provide extending the system to 
solve cellular network problems as taught by Greening 

Regarding claims 2-3, 5, Bourgart further teaches the following: wherein 
determining whether at least one of plurality of rules is invoked by the symptom input 
comprises whether the symptom input matches one of the plurality of if portions (reads 
on questions), and if so, then determining that the rule associated with the matched if 
portion is invoked, where in the step of outputting a potential solution to the problem 
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comprises outputting the then portion (reads on instruction in response to question) of 
the invoked rule step of receiving a facts input describing relevant facts regarding the 
network devices and wherein the step of determining whether at least one of plurality of 
rules is invoked by the symptom input further comprises determining whether at least 
one of the plurality of rules is invoked by the symptom input and the facts input 
(abstract; figs. 1-3, paragraphs: paragraphs: 0042-0058). 

Regarding claim 14-15, Bourgart teaches the following: knowledge database is 
populated with a plurality of rules using a knowledge acquisition facility (KAF, not 
shown) wherein (KAF) comprises software application for intereviewing network site 
engineers (reads on device experts), wherein KAF formulates plurality of if-then 
statements from the interviews with the network site engineers wherein the plurality of if- 
then statements are stored as the plurality of rules in the knowledge database (abstract; 
figs. 1-3, paragraphs: paragraphs: 0042-0058). 

Regarding claim 4, Bourgart teaches the following: outputting potential solution to 
the problem comprises displaying the potential solution in a user interface of a 
computing device (paragraph: 0056). 

Regarding claims 6-7, 9-10,12 Bourgart teaches the following: if the rule is not 
invoked, then adding the symptom input to a provisional rule list, receiving a potential 
solution input, and adding the symptoms input and potential solution input as one of 
plurality of rules stored in a knowledge database, receiving an indication input indicating 
whether the potential solution was successful, if the indication input indicates that the 
potential solution was successful, then adding the symptom input to the provisional list, 
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receiving a potential solution input and potential solution input as one of plurality of rules 
stored in a knowledge database, provisional rules list comprising problem rules that 
have not resulted in any potential solutions (paragraph: 0058). 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-7, 9-12, 14-16 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

4. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

--(4,972,453) to Daniel, III et al. discloses an autonomous expert system for 
directly maintaining remote computer system by directly accessing the remote computer 
systems, diagnosing, and clearing fault conditions on those computer systems. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Melur Ramakrishnaiah whose telephone number is 
(571)272-8098. The examiner can normally be reached on 9 Hr schedule. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Curt Kuntz can be reached on (571 ) 272-7499. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). f) 




Melur Ramakrishnaiah 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2614 



